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Agriculture is a human activity that takes its shape from
ita interactiona with nature and the reat of the aocciety in which
it is practiced. All but the most primitive of societies have
had an agricultire, and évén thé hunter-gatherera practicéed

rudimentary forms of environmental management; whether they were
665351¢u519 aware of doing 8o, or not. Although the practice of
agricdulture is a virtually universal component of all human
Eééiééiég; the purpozsea and goala that a Eociety hoped to achieve
Eﬁ56;§ﬂ agriculture have been variable. If we are to resclve the
crisis facing agriculture today <(not to mention the, perhaps,
more difficult prbbiems we shaii face in the future) we must have

society, and we must realize that the goals for agriculture that
we have taken for granted may not always be mutually compatible.
or mutually shared by all Americans.

Before saying anything abcut the goals of American agricul-

ture; it is important to recognize that the social goais or
purposes of agriculture may be quite different from the
(o BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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individual goalas of people who are involved in agriculture. An

individual may be involved in agriculture; either as a farmer o

in a service role, because he wants to provide a good living for

hia family; or becauase ahe enjoys working with animala; or being

able to spend time outdoors: There is an important social good
which consists in individuals being able to fulfill such goals,
but these private goals are not what I have in mind when I talk
about the goala of agriculture. Apart from the goala that are
set by individual farmers and agricultural service workers.,
agriculture contributes in various ways to the public good, to
the well-being of everyone in society, employed in agriculture or
not. Furthermnore, American society i8 atructured so as to depend
upon agriculture for this contribution in order for the larger

whole of society to function as intended. It is in this sense

goals that will be the main focus of my remarks.

The Goals of Agricultus

It has almost become a cliche to talk about a crisis in
American agriculture. Changes in agricultural practices and in
the structure 6: American agriculture have been discussed in .
every major newspaper and on every major television news broad-

cast. The litany of issues that have been discussed inciudes the

impending bankruptcy of perhaps 20% of all U. S. family farmers,
the related difficulties of the farm credit system that threaten
the U. S. economy as a whole, the effects of farm failures on the

thousands of rural communities that support U. S. agriculture.
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the concentration of economic power intu fewsr hands .n the

agricultural sector,; the increasing risks of soil ermwsion and
resource depletion as farmera neglect conaervation practices in

order to amaure ahort term caah income, and the failure of

government and the land grant universities to develop policy and
research programa that do not interfere with farm decision
making, favoring the creation of larger production unita, and
hence hastening th& downfall of the medium acale farm. Thia iist
of issues i8 not compléte. There has also been concern over the
safety of chemically intensive cultural practices; and with

regard to U. S. agriculture’a contribution to allieviating world

hunger. It would require the full time alloted to me.simpiy to

list in sufficient detail all the issues and problems that have

all these thinga. It ia tempting to look for a aingle cauae or
force that could be reaponaiblé for all theae difficultiea; or to

seek & majic bullet that could relieve them all at once: To do
so, howe -»r, presupposes that we have a clear picture of what a

healthy agriculture would look like; and this;, in turn, presup-
poses a clear understanding of agriculture’s goals.

All the talk about the farm crisis, however; has besn rather
ahort on any diacuaaion about the goala of agriculture. It is as

thus it goes without saying that Americans share a common set of
goals or expectations for agriculture. Yet there would aimoat

Certainly be a great deal of controversy about which of the .
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issues listed above is most crucial or, indeed, even genuinely
problematic. Ia the farm credit problem more important to the
overall health of Américan agriculture than the fact that some
20,000 farm families must find a new way to make a living? Is
s0il erosion a problem at all? There will be disagreement amona
ua when we try to anawer thease more apecific queationa, and it 1is
the lack of agreement on specific iasues that indicatea the need
ture:. Although we may still disagree about means, we cannot hobpe
to addreass the criais in agriculture if we cannot agree on the
social purpcses we expect our agriculture to fulfill.

The debate and discussion of the current farm crisis has not
been entirely devoid of statements on the goals of American

agricutura, howeveér. Two goala surface occaasionaly in diacue-

sions of agriculture. They are productivity and efficiency:
These two goals figure implicitly in many statements about the

current farm crisis, even when they are not mentioned explicit

(Sl

V.
Furthermore; it ahould not be too surprising that theae doala
recieve no mora diacumaion than they do, for it really doea go
without saying that the contribution that any indusatry makes <to

the functioning of the sconomy as a wholz can be defined in terms

of the gooda or @érviceéa it produces, and the efficiency with
which they are produced. Productivity and efficiency are econom-
ic concepts that state economic goals; but these economic goals
have moral significance: Productivity and efficiericy can be

atated as legitimate social goals for agriculture only if we can
understand these economic concepts in light of the social and
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moral valuea that our aociety ias dedicated to further and ad-
vance.
The Eiﬁﬁiégf statement of America’s social and moral purpose
is, perhapa, in the preambie to the United States Constitution.
We the people of the United Stateéa, in order to form a more
perfect union, establish sugticé, insure domestic ifranguiii-
ty, provide for the common défence, prcmote the general

wolfare, and secure the biéSsihés of liﬁéfiy to ourselves

and our poaterity, do ordain and eatabiiah thia Conatitution
for the United Statea of America:
The key pharae here ia “promote the general welfare.” Activities
that help Americana acquire the thinga th2y want are, other
things being equal; good. Commarcial activities, the production
of goods and services; exiat in a capitalistic society to the
extent that people want them badly enoujh to pay for thenm. The
production of gooda &and services ia, therefore, a amocial value,
and part of the social and moral goal of any commercial aegment
of oﬁr econiomy is aimply to provide thoae 56635 and aervices our
society demands. Productivity is éxﬁféégga as a goal for agri-
culture whénevér someone says that “The farmer is the one that
feedsa ua all," or that Amevican agriculture muat “feed the
world.” Productivity is the goal that is implied in the vumper
aticker "If you eat; you’re involved in agriculture.” In oug
society, the vast majority of us depend upon commercial agricul-
ture for the food that we eat. Thia food goes beyond something
that we want. As a necessity for life, the production of food -
and fiber i; an abacluté reéquiremeént for the general weifare:

6
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Obvioua as it may seem, it 18 important to recognize that the

production of food and fiber for géneral consumption is & key

social and moral goal for agriculture in modern day American
society. Furthermore, it is important to recognize that the
production of food and fiber is not a universal social and morai
goal for Eéfiéultﬁfé; and; indeed, was probably not a goal for
American agriculture at the time that the Preamble to the Consti-
tution was written; but this point will be discussed more care-
fully later.

The question of efficiency is a more difficult one. Econom-
ic definitions of efficiency will vary¥ from one to another. The

basic idea, howaver, is that the productive resources of a

arrangements will be capable of producing more of what people
want than others. The 17th century Engiish philosopher John

Locke gave an early formulation of the social valus of efficiency
as it applies to agricu-ture in his discussion of property rights

from The 2nd Treatise of Government. He wrote:

:..he that incloses land, and has a greater plenty of the
convisncies of life from ten &cres, than he could have fronm
an hundred left to nature, may truly be said to give ninety
acres to mankind: for His labour row supplies him with
provisions out cf ten acres; which were but the product of
an hundred lying in common.

Locke’s idea is simply that agriculture makes a more efficient

use of land than does foraging from the land left in its naturatl

——— . ——— —— —— ————— — ——— g 1 e

liohn Locke, Second Treatise of Government ed: by C:B.

Macpherson; ¢Indianapolis: 1980; Hackett Publishing Cs.), pp
23-24. :
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state. This efficiency is a social goal because, as Locke puts
it, the efficiénc? achieved “may truiy be said to givé ninety
acres to mankind."

Efficiency ia a problematic aocial goal becaude it ia
difficult to define in terms that reflect the diversity of
resources in agricultural Eféaﬁéfiéﬁ; In the passage guoted from

John Locke, it is efficient use of land that is at issue:
Throughout the history of American agriculture, land efficiency
has never been as important as labor efficiency. There has
always been plonty of land: more frequently the efficient farmer
is the one who has made the best use of available labor.Z  More
recently, there has been a great deal of talk about energy
efficiency. Under a criterion of energy efficiency, American
agriculturé does ratheér poorly when compared to peasant agricul-
tures of the deveéloping world.? vet another type of efficiency
i8 cosat efficiency. A mode of production is cost efficient if it
gets the best return on input costs. Cost efficiency leaves out

xmportant resources, too. Permanent soil or water loss is not

something one pays for as an input cost, hence it may be left out

of cost efficiency calculations.4 Aa a social goal, efficiency

——— o —— ———— — — ——— g — o — -+

2Gllbert C Flte. armers iéiobmington. IN: iééi.
Un1vers;ty of Indiana Pressi p 115.

g for Profit in a Hundry worid
(Tbtowa, NJ: 1977, Alilanheld, Osmun & Co.)

SMichael Perelman, Fars

Senafé S. Batie,""Soii Conservation Pol:cy for ghe Future;*

The Farm and Food System _in xrans;tlogifzaijggggeratzve Extension

Service; Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 19&4).
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would need to reflect all the reésources that go into agricuilturai

production, but though we can say what efficiency means for any

given one resource, it is very difficult to say what it would be

for all of them. As such: efficiency becomes difficult to

meagure, and it is a matter of some controversy as to which
resources it is most important to use efficiently. These proh-
lems notwithstanding, the gensral notion of efficiency can be
recognized as a legitimate social and moral goal for agriculture,
since like productivity, efficiency Spéeaks to the way that
agriculturai production contributes to thée general welfare of

The recognition that efficiency and productivity are genuine
goals for today’s agriculture should not be interpreted to mean
that these goadls are unproblematic: 1Indesd, there can be manv
sources of conflict i. determining how these gcalis are to be
sought, and how our progreas toward them is to be meaaured.
Although the issue of how these two gotls are to be interrreted
is an importan*. one; it is beyond the Scopé of the przsent
diacussion. If we can underatand that productivity and sfficien-

how these general concepts might be interpreted; then we have
nade some progress toward understanding the morail purpose that
agriculture is expected to fulfill in present day American
society. The second important point to realize is that produc-
ture not because of what agriculture is in itself, but bacause of

the place of sgriculture in our present arrangement of social and

9
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economic affairs. Although it almost goes without saying that
the goals of agriculture are to produce vital neceasities of iifa
and to produce them in a way that makes efficient use of our
productive resources; this statement of agriculture’s social

goals wouid not have seemed oSvious two hundred years ago.

Indeed; when Thomas Jefferson made his famous remarks on th

1]

importance of agriculture toc the new American republic, produc=
tivity and efficiency did not figure in his thinking at all. We
can obtain a sense of perspective, a sense of the relativity of
our own goals for agriculture, by looking at the goals that
Jefferaon set for 18th century American aéfiéultﬁfé; The con-
ing the goals that guide our agriculture today:
The Goals of Agriculture Yesterday

Jefferson’s views on the moral virtues of farming are par£

of the stock rhetoric on American agriculture. Heé wroté& in his

Notes on the State of Virginia,

‘Those who labour in the earth are the chosen people of God,

if ever he had a chosen people, whose breastas he has made
nxa peculiar deposlt for substarntial and geénuine v1rtue. .
Corruptior. of morals in the mass of cultivators is a

Dhaenomegon of which rio age nor nation has furnished an
exampie.

The letter tc John jé? in 1785 contains the most guoted

pasasage, “Cultivators of the earth are +the most valuable citi-
zens. They are the most vigorous, the most independant; the most

—— - - —— ————— ——— ——— —

Thomas 3e‘ferson. writings (New York: Literary Classics of

the United States, Inc., 1984) p. 290.

10
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virtuous;, & they are tied to their country & wedded to it’s

w
liberty & interests by the most lasting bonds."® These passages
are cited so freguently that they have almost lost meanina. They
can be used to praise or condemn virtually any chanjes or deveiop-
ment in American agriculture. In order to determine the morai
and social goals that Jefferson saw for agriculture, it is
necessary to givé some attention to both the content and context
of his remarks.

Onie of the great éoﬁtéhﬁBEEE? interpretors of Jefferson’s
agrarian vision is poet and essayist Wendell Berry. Berry ties
Jefferson’s remarks on the virtues of farming to his conviction
that democratic liberty is human birthright, but a right <o
protected and cultivated through education and moral development:
"::..to keep themselves free, [Jeffersonl thought; a peopie must
be stable, economically independent, and virtuous :::fand] he

believed ... that these gualities were most dependabiy found ind
the farming people.*’ According to Wendeil Berry, the “lasting
bonds" Jefferson spoke of in his ietter to Jay went beyond those
of economics and property, and were derived from effscts of
farming and farm iife on the development of moral character.
Barry quotea Jefferaon on induatrialiasta to contrasat hisa vizws on
the effects of agriculture:

Jéfféigéﬁ wrote: "I consider the clasa of artificers as the

panderers of vice, and thé instruments by which the

sdefferéoh, Writings, p 818.

o 7@éﬁdéii,§érr9. The Unsettling of America, (San Francisco:
1878, Sierra Club Books); p 143; 7
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libertiea of a country are generally overturned." By

Yartificera" he meant manufacturera, and he made no distinc-

tion between labor and management. ...[(The guotel &auggeata
that he held manufacturers in suspicion because their valuea
were. already becoming abatract, enabling them to bs& ' &Hocaal-

ly mobile" and therefore, aubject pre-eminently to the

motives of adelf-irntereat.
Jefferson thus found the farm to be a superior environment for
the cultivation of a noral &enae, and the occupation of the
farmeér to bé a superior activity for the development of nmorai
virtuea. Théae themes represent the keya to Jefferaon’a state-
ment of social and moral goala for agriculture: the anchoring of
self interest in a community, and the necessity of self reliance:

Like many moral and political theorists of his time; Jeffer-
son was mindful of the importance of melf-interest in indivicual
deciziona. He and the other founding fathers say their tazk asa
one which would marry self-interest to social unity (and, there-
by, to a broadei concept of thé good) rather than to dissolution,

toc avarice, unréstrained competition and social chavs. Jafferaon

to one in which self-interesta could be attached to movable and

consumable assets: Jefferson could never have comprehended

agricultural practices which accept permanent soil and water loss
as a coast of production. The farmer was tied to his land: thé.
good of the land was idéntical to the farmer’s self interest.
Since a farmer must stay in one spot, he must learn to get along

with his neighbors and také an intéréat in long term atability.
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The virtues of honesty, integrity. and charity which promote

stable society are also the virtues which promots the farmer’s

own interest. A manufacturer; however. is not zo firmly tied to

a community. The artificer, to uae Jefferson’s phrase, can spoil

the air, exploit the local workforce, poison the wella, and then
pi k up his assets and move on down the road when the buaineaa
environment becomea hoatile or demands that theae externalitias
be internalized. Jefferaon thua say the encourcgement of farming

as, a key to a unified and stable econony.

The second virtue, self-reliance; ia also tied to Jeffer-

son’a distruat of manufacture. The farmer muat be adept at a

variety of akiiia. Thia fact requirea the farmer to appreciate
thes complexity of nature, and the need for flexibility and

multiple approaches in coping with challenges. The farmer, thus,
incorporates one aspect of the civil society - strength through
diveraity - in his personal character. The manufacturer, on the

other hand, su~ceeda not thrcugh aivéfaity, but through apecial-

What happens under the rule of specialization is that,

though society becomes more and more intricats; it has less

and leas atructure. ... The community disintegrates because

it loses the necessary understandings, forms, and enactments

of the relationa among materiala and processes, principles

and actions, ideals and realities, past and present, present
and future, men and women, body and apirit, city and coun-
try, civilization and wilderness, growth and decay, life and
death - just as the individual chardcter loses the sense of
responsible inveolvement in these relations. No longer does
human life rise from the earth llke a pyramid, broadly and

conslderably founded upon its sources. Now it scatters

13
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‘ly city whose auburba and pavements deatroy the fields:

Berry‘s concern is for wholea; for the integrity and invio-
iability of symtemc Systems depend upon diverse elements for

nodern acciety aa subaisting on the conflict which arisea when
Specialists follow their own detached and narrowed self-interest.
"Checks .and balancea," he writea, "are all applied externally, by
oppoaition, never by aelf-reatraint. ... The good of the whole of
Creation, the world and all ita creaturea together; ia never a
our culture now

B o 10 -
Berry sees a

simply lacks the means for thinking of it:"
tragic i?éﬁ? in the increaaing reiliance upon asocial aystema
rather than upon diverae skilla incorporated in a aingle aelf.
As human beings become lesa reliant upon their own individual
abilities to make flexible and ingenious response to adversity,
they lose the capacity to appreciate the importance of community,
becoming destriuctive of the natural and social ayatema which have
replaced the yeoman farmer’a need for aelf-reliance.

Some insight into the way that traditionai agricultural

households might have been thought to instiil the twin virtues of

community and aself-reliance can be obtained from a description of

o tppdomll Jedfegsondan e SowseElodds  SICorcEingm  HIe STeTT WD

Berry, Unaettling, p. 21.

loéerry; Unsettling, p 22.



The Goals of ﬁgriculturn
10/23/85 - page 14

historian Ruth Cowan, the huasband was traditionally the man who

iooka after the houasehold, who carsa for and tenda the land,

deriving his title from the house (hu&) to which he was bondec.

The housewife and husband worked the iéﬁa; hence the term "hus=-

bandry" for what wé would now call farming: Their economic
security dépended upon working together ana “huabanding” their

resources. The success of thé household depended upon both sexes

weré thoroughly interrelated by mexual role. Cowan writesi

Buttermaking required that eomeane had cared for the cowa

(and ... this was customarily men’s work), and that someone

had either made. or purchaaed a churn. Breadmaklng required

that someone had care for the wheat (men’s work) as well as

the barley (men’a work) that was one of the ingredienta of

the beer (women’a work) that yielded the yeaat that caused

the bread to rise. ... Women nuraed and coddled infants;: but
man made the cradlea and mowed the hay that; aa straw,

filled and refilled the tickings that the infanta lay on:

Women scrubb;? the floora, but men made the iye with which
they did it.

to perform requisite sexually definec tamsks. The farmatead thusa
represented a closed social asystem in which self-reiiance was
eatablished in an environment where it waa abaolutely easential
to interact with othera of the opposite sex, and, hence, of a
fundamentally different social role. Today, by contrast, it

might be argued that the chief requirement of a household is

, ﬁ:ﬁuth Cowan, More Work for Mother (New York: 1983, Basic
Books) p 25.
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simply cash income -- a need that can be secured only by activity
outside the household.

By placing Jefferson’s praise of farming within historical

context, one can see how he might have identified aelf-reiiance
and community aa the easential goala for agriculture. We can
also understand why productivity and efficiency would not have
been mocial and moral goala for Jefferson’s agriculture. To bé
sure, the production of the food neceasary to austain human iife
has always been a goal of agriculture, but in Jefferson’s America
it was not a social goal. With upwards of 80% if the population
employed in éarﬁing. the néed to prodice food enough to feea the
family and to trade for other itema waa an important individuoail

and auatanance of asociety at large. Thoae not employed in
farming could be fed easily by the asurplus. Similarly, a kind of
efficiency is presuppoaad in the notion of aelf-reliance. BSeina

self-reliant involvea aeaking efficienciea; but again, these
efficiencies are aocught not aa asocial goala; but aa individual
oné&. Community and self-reliance are sought; on the contrary.,
not only aa individual goala or character traita that membera of

the farm houaehold muat acquire;, but aimo as aocial goals, asa
traits that all citizena of the new republic must acquire, in
part through the experience and example of agriculture, if

democratic liberties are to be Becure.

G
)
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It is perhaps, worth noting in passing that this vision of
the moral importance of agriculture in forming the American

character was shared by several generationa of American philoso-
phera and political thinkera. 1In offering tribute to “the tiller

...,the permanent growth of any State muat nltimateiy depend

more upon the character of itse country populat:on than upon

anythtng else. No growth of cities, no growth of wealth can

make Qap for a 1oes in ei&her the number or the character oif

the farming population.

Before that, philcsopher and poet Ralph Waldo Emérson wrote:
... that uncorripted behavior which we admire in animala aid
in young Childréﬁ belonga to [the farmerl, to the hunter;
the aailor -- the man who livea in the presence of Nature.
Cities force growth and make mfg talkative and entertaining,;
but they make them artificial.

If the experience of the Jeffersonian household farm is so

fundamental to the formation of morail character, what are we then

to think about ouraelvea? What goalas can we set for tomorrowa’
agriculture? Are we consigned toc the moral lot of the urbanite;
talkative and entertaining, bot hopeleaaly artificial?

' Some interpretora of the American agricultural acen& (and
Wendell Berry ia one) take thia concern quite literally. Bérry
concludes that the urban experience ia incapable of inatilling
thé crucidl virtuéa of community and aelf-reliance. He particu-
lariy lamenta the fact that modern agriculture haa turned the

farm itself into an environment lacking the virtues of the

th{'2Gé6r§e McGovern Agricultural Thought in the 20th Century,
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964), p 28.

13Ralph Waldo Emerson, Society and Solitude
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Jefferaonian farmatead. But this is, ia an important sense, a

mnisunderatanding of the social character of Jefferaon’s noral

goala for agriculture. Although Jefferaon doubtlesaly thought

that the life experiences of the American farmatead were a
reliable means to inculcate community and self-reliance into the
moral character of Americana, it ias alao true that the atructursa
and conduct of agriculture waa to aerve as a demonatration or
model of these virtues. for sociéty as a wholé. Community and
self-reliance were easential not just for agriculture, but for
démocracy. The goal of agriculturée waa to aerve as model of
theae virtueas for the society aa a whole: Other occupationsz;

moat notably education; were to serve aa modelsz o0f easszential

virtuea for democratic liberty; as well: The teacher serves as
model for the virtues of discipline and reapect for truoch: % ana
these virtues, too, are needed for the new republic to succeed.
Agriculture happened tc play a particularly pivotal role :in
diaplaying the virtuea requiasite for democracy because ita
virtiues, community and aelf-reliance, embodied the need to
coordinate a pluraatic sociéety in waya that would reinforce a
sense of self-identity and independence -- and these, of course.

were centiral to the purposes and goala of the new republic;

itaeif. Aa auch, the mere fact that aa a nation we no longer

live and grow up on farma ia not a reason to give up on the

Jaffersontan viaion of agriculture’s moral purpoae. The key

'4Jefferson, Writings, pp 279-481.
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to encourage them ia to have tham prominently diaplayed in the

aocial purpose of a sociaily and economically central anc vital
activity, such as agriculture.

The Goal riculture Tomorrow

The idea that agriculture ia to serve as a moral example to

the rest of us seems pretty old fashioned in today’s worid:
Furthermore, today’a farmera, agricultural researchera, and
agribuliness employeea muat feel a juatifiable lack of patience

with the suggeation that they muat be moral saints, exhibiting

the virtues of community and meif-reiiance; when their individual
goals, their livelihood and quality of 1ife; are in such grave

danger: Underatood as moral dutiea which citizena 1in agriculture

goala are abaurd. 1If they are to be made plaiasible to ua today,

these goals must be interpréted not aa duties that people in

agriculture have to the reat of smociety, but quite the reverae;.

a8 duties that society haa to agriculture. Theae goails create a
duty to atructure our society in auch a way that it becomes
posaible for agriculture to embody principles of community and
aelf-reliance; aa well aa productivity and efficiency.

The idea that emphasis upon productivity and efficiency has
ted us to lose éighﬁ of agriculture’s broader moral purposes was
argued by E. F. Schumacher in his 1872 book, Snall Ia Eeautifui.
Like Wendell B&rry , Schumacher laménta apecialization and the
stress upon caah 1incomé that 1t brings. Heé desacribea "the
philoaophy of the townaman" who interpreta the economic failure
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agriculture as evidence that it is merely a “declining enter-

prise.” The townsman, he says, sees no need for improvements,

“...aa regarda the land, but only aa regarda farmera’ incomea;

and theae can be made if there are fewer farmera:" >  For

Schumacher, the main focua ia on the proper use of land;, and hie
intention ia to demcnatrate that economic valuea have undercut

agriculture’a traditional iand ethic, the main danger to the lanad

in our time being, "... the townaman’s determinaticn to apply to

agriculture the principles of industry:">°® He condemns thoss who

see agriculture aa easentially directed toward the production of
salable commodities, and writesa,

A wider view sees agriculture aa having to Fulfill at ieaat
three tasks: S
- to keep man in touch with living néfﬁfe, of which he

- to hﬁﬁéﬁiié and enoble man‘’s wider habitat: and

- to bring forth _the foodstuffs and other materials

which are needed £or a vecomming life.

I do not believe that & civilization which recogriises only

the third of thease taaka,; and which purauea it with such

ruthlessness and violence that the other two tasks are not

merely neglected but aystemat ally counteracted, haz any
?

- chance of long- term aurvival.
Schumacher sees broader goals for agriculture than productivity
and efficiency. He statea them not in terma of community and
self-reliance, however, but in terma of dutiés'to nature; to the

naturai énvironment.
~her, Smail is Beautiful (New York: 1972,

16g. F. Schumacher; Smali Is Beautiful, p. 109.

F
17¢. F. Schumacher, Small Ia Beautiful, p. ii3
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Ancother recent critic of productivify and efficiency was

Aldo Leopold, whoae atatémént of the land ethic in A_Sand County

Almanac alac appeals to an aﬁﬁfééiéEiEE of the natural environ-

ment. Leopold deacribes an “ethical sequence“ in which freedoms

have been restricted down through history aas human civilization
h&8 comé to underatand more clearly the diatinction between
social and anti-social conduct. He citea the abolition of
éié?é§§ as a great example of moral progreaa. The kay to thise

advance, in Leopold’as eyes, was to diapense with theée notion that

human beinga could stand &a property. Thé diaposal of property;
he writea, *“...ia a mattér of expediency,; not of right and

w’rorjg;"18 Leopold thought that the next atage in humanity’s
moral developmé&nt waa to move beyond the notion of 1land aas
propért?.

Land, like Odyaaeua’ alave- -girla, is atill property. The

land-man relation is atill strictly economic, entailing

privillges but not obiigation. The extension of ethics to

tland] is; if I read the evidence correctly, an evolutionary

posaiblity and an ecological necessity. ... All ethica so

far evolved rest upon a single premise: that the individual

"ia a member of a community of interdependent parta. Hais

;gggincts prompt him ~to compete,fpr hia place in that

community, butfhia,,ethicé prompt him alao to cooperata9
(perhapa in order that there be a place to compete for):
Leopold =.iares with Schumacher an interest in environmentai

values, but unlike Schumacher, he centers his argument on the

place of community aa the central orgainizing value for any

18 841do Leopoid, A_Sand County Almanac (Oxford: 1948, Oxford
University Press) p. 201.

19 Aldo Leopold, Sand County Almanae, p. 203.
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syatem of ethics. For Leopold as for Jefferaon, community ia a
value and a goal that brings into focua the aense in which we are
dependent upon each other evén for the independence or iiberty
that is the ovérarching purpoae of society.

Theére are two criucial pointa to be iesarned from Schumacher
and from Leopold. The firat ia that economic goals need to be
moderated by values that state clearly ocur society’s dependence
upon natural ayatena. Both of these authora think that the
economic goaila of productivity and efficiency can lead to an

abuse of natural reacurcea and a degradation of the natural
systems on which human society depends. Thé argument here ia a
rather complicated one, and we cannot do justice to it in the
time remaining. There ia a &énaé in which econonics aervea gquite

adequately to expreas our dependence upon natural aystems, for as

foodatuffa; . however, demand goes down only when population goes
down, and thia, aa Malthua wrote, ias achieved only through human

misery and vice:. A main purpose of society, then, in minimizing

human misery, is to establiah an ayriculture with margina of
safety. Thia margin of aafety ia, in the economic aenae, an

ineffiency. It ia a waate of productive reasources that might be
put to another uae, and indeed would be put to another use if
falling market prices were allowed to driva down production: It
ia an inefficiency, however, that reduces misery, thus securing a

vitai aocial goal.
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On the other haﬁé; at the mame time <hat our margin of
aafety iaclatea ua Ffrom the tragedy of starvation, it isclates us
from the feedback mechaniama that inform ua when we ara incraaa-
ing our vulnerability to a breakdown in the environmental ayaten
that supports agricultural practice. Thoaé of Us outside the
system of agriculture becomé oblivicua to our dependence upon
natore and upon the peoplé within agriculture who cultivate
nature to fulfill our nééda. Thé aecond point to be learned from

Thia new goal for é§§iéﬁifﬁié; which ia a creation of agricul-
ture’a success in achieving productivity and efficiency goals,
i8; a& Leopold thought, a modification of the old Jefferssnian
goals. We must become cognizant of our COmmdﬁity; and this now
meana not only our community of fellow citizena; bBut aiso our
dependence upon thé& natiral environment: and we must become
seif~;eiiant; responaible for moderating our use of ecocnomic and

Jeffersonian goals for today’s agriculture, or, at least, we have
not accepted them ail the way: As a society we want thé produc-
tivity and the efficiency, and we alaso want the margin of asafety

the price tag of hunger and miaery. We have an agriculture tha-
aervea thease goala, but our agriculture doec not Gommunicate oo
ue, to the rest of Aociéty, thé asnae in which our way of iife
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Our agricultur& dosa not inform us of our reaponaibility to make
a conacioua and judicicua application of of our abilitiea to

produce and consume the produce of the earth in a way that isa
conaiatent with the suatainabiiity of our agricultural aya<em and
the long term survival of our society:. We are conasuming our
agricultural resources at an alarming rate, and no resource 1is
being loat faater than the human resource, the people of our
agricultural sector who poaseas the skills and deaire to £ful<ill
the goala of community and self-reliance for agriculture in the
years to come.

How do we build an agriculture that respects our sense of
commuﬁity with the pesple on our farma and with the natdral

world? How do wé& incorporate a menae of responaibility for our

own long term aurvivel into the choices that we make as con=um-

ers, as producera; and as citizens? The firat atep, I submit, 1ia

to abandon the modern conce:it that agricolture has no moral

Wendell Berry or E. F. Schumacher are wrong to denigrate them ao
mercilesaly. But we will never find our compléte aalvation
merely in the right set of economic policiea. To make an agri-

culture that will Serve our need for a spirit of community and

self-relisancé in the future, we must first accept the need for
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community and self-resliance once again as social and moral goals

for agriculture. We nuat educate ourselves ard ocur children that

our aociety cannot serve our material goala unlesas it alao aervas
the goals of community ond moral resporigibilty that make society
posaible tn the firat irstance. Now as for Jefferaon, an under-
atanding of agriculture, of ita practice and ita social role, can
become a crucial componént ifi tha morél and apiritual regenera-

tion of our aelvea and our anciety.
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